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Abstract 
The seismic excitation at the surface can be determined through Site Response Analyses (SRA) as to 
account for the specific soil properties of the site. However, the obtained results are largely affected by 
the model choice and setting, and by the depth of the considered soil layer. This paper proposes a 
refined 3D analytical approach, by the application of OPENSEES platform. A preliminary analysis has 
been performed to check the model adequacy as regards the mesh geometry and the boundary 
conditions. After the model setting, a SRA has been performed on various soil profiles, differing for 
the shear velocity and representing the different soil classes as proposed by the Eurocode 8 (EC8). 
Three levels of seismic hazard have been considered. The seismic input at the bedrock has been 
represented consequently, through as much ensembles of seven ground motions each, spectrum-
compatible to the elastic spectra provided by EC8 for the soil-type A (bedrock). Special attention has 
been paid to the role of the considered soil depth on the evaluation of the surface seismic input. 
Different values of depth have been considered for each soil type and seismic intensity, in order to 
check its effect on the obtained results. 
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1- Introduction 
Seismic inputs assumed for the assessment of constructions subjected to seismic hazard are one of the most 
unpredictable quantities involved in the analyses. In particular, when nonlinear dynamic analyses are considered, two 
main issues need to be considered: the choice of the ground motions to use for analysis and the soil representation.  
Both of these aspects have been widely investigated by researchers in the last decades. The main contributions 
regarding the ground motions selection pointed out the most important parameters, like the Magnitude [1], the distance 
from the rupture zone [2] and the soil profile [3] through a disaggregation approach [4]. Based on these main parameters, 
different procedures for Ground Motions Selection and Modification (GMSM) have been developed [5-10], based on 
Seismic Hazard Analysis [4, 11], which attributes a multivariate distribution to the considered classification accounting 
for the marginal probability of the optimization function.  
In addition, soil representation plays a crucial role in the seismic assessment of buildings. Most of the International 
Technical Codes, like Eurocode 8 [12], ASCE standards 7-05 [13] and 4-98 [14], provide seismic spectra defined after 
a proper soil classification, which is usually based on the uppermost 30 m shear-wave velocity (vs,30) of the site. vs,30 can 
be determined through different geological investigations [15-19] and it can largely vary even within the same area [20, 
21]. Sometimes, the limit of 30 meters for the soil characterization can be not completely adequate, since deepest layers 
of soil can still affect the surface seismic input [22-24]. Furthermore, a soil characterization based on average values of 
the mechanical parameters is not always conservative. In this regard, recent studies [25] showed that when superficial 
deposit lays over the bedrock, amplification of surface seismic accelerations can evidence unexpected peaks at the 
deposit edges, where the thickness of the deposit is lower. In these cases, averaging the soil properties over the uppermost 
30 meters can induce to un-conservative results.  
When SRA are related with extensive investigations on the soil mechanical properties, more affordable evaluation 
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of the surface seismic input can be obtained. Previous investigations [20, 21, 26, 27] showed that the surface seismic 
input can largely differ from the one provided by the Code for the corresponding soil-class. However, the seismic input 
obtained by performing a SRA is affected by several different assumptions, including the soil modeling, the description 
of its mechanical properties, and the analytical procedure to use for the analysis.  
This paper adopts a refined 3D analytical approach, through the OPENSEES platform. A SRA has been performed 
on different homogeneous soil profiles, differing for the shear velocity and cohesion and representing the different soil 
classes as proposed by the Eurocode 8 (EC8). Three different seismic intensities (corresponding to a value of PGA equal 
to 0.15, 0.25 and 0.35 g) have been considered in the analysis, in order to check RSA sensitivity to inelastic soil 
properties. The seismic input at the bedrock has been represented through an ensemble of seven ground motions, whose 
mean is spectrum-compatible to the elastic spectrum provided by EC8 for the soil-type A (bedrock). Special attention 
has been paid to the effect of soil depth on the evaluation of the surface seismic input. Different values of depth have 
been considered for each soil type and seismic intensity, in order to check its effect on the obtained results. 
2- Seismic Input at the Bedrock  
2-1-The Current Code Classification 
In Figure 1 the soil classification respectively provided by the European EC8 and the Italian NTC 2008 have been 
shown and compared to the one proposed by Pitilakis et al. (2013) [28]. As can be noted, the EC8 and NTC 2008 [29] 
classification differ each other mostly for the condition regarding the soil depth ranging between 20 m and 30 m. The 
Italian classification, indeed, introduces the soil-type S2, which collects all the soil profiles not covered from the other 
classes. The classification proposed in [28] adopts a classification similar to the EC8 one, dividing some of the classes 
in further sub-classes, defined by introducing further parameters (like the fundamental period of the soil). Figure 1 
represents the sub-classes belonging to the same main class with the same color and different patterns. The elastic spectra 
representing the soil classes according to each classification differ each other for shape and definition of the reference 
periods.  
 
Figure 1. Soil classification according to the European (EC8) and Italian (NTC 2008) classification and the Pitilakis et al. 
2013 [28] proposal. 
2-2- Seismic Input at the Bedrock 
This paper considers three different seismic intensities with PGA values respectively equal to 0.15, 0.25 and 0.35 g. 
For each intensity, the seismic input at the bedrock has been represented through an ensemble of 7 ground motions, 
spectrum-compatible to the elastic spectrum representing the rock (soil-class A). The different Codes provide for the A-
soil an elastic spectrum slightly different. Namely, the Italian Code NTC 2008 provides spectra whose shape depends 
on the considered seismic intensity. In Table 1 the main parameters defining the elastic spectra of the soil-type A 
according to EC8, NTC 2008 and Pitilakis et al. (2013) proposal are listed. In Figure 2 their elastic spectra are shown 
for the three considered intensities. The reference periods describing the NTC 2008 spectrum refer to specific Italian 
sites, since they depend on site-specific parameters. In this paper, EC8 has been assumed as reference Code for the 
seismic input definition. Ground motions have been selected by the database Itaca [30] through the software Rexel [31]. 
For each PGA, a proper ensemble of ground motions has been considered, in order to use unscaled records. In Table 2 
the main information of the assumed records are listed, and the comparison between each ensemble and the 
corresponding EC8 elastic spectrum has been shown. Figure 3 shows the ratio between the mean spectrum of each 
considered ensemble and the corresponding EC8 one. As can be noted, the scatter between the considered ensembles 
and the corresponding EC8 spectrum keeps below -10% to +30%, expect for few periods around 0,1 sec, i.e. out of the 
range of interest (0.2 -2.0 sec) required by the Code.  
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Figure 2. Elastic spectra of the soil-type A. 
Figure 3. Comparison between the mean spectrum of the three ensembles and the corresponding EC8 ones. 
Table 1. Reference data for the spectrum of the soil-type A. 
 
3- Assumed Soil Profiles 
Six soil types have been considered in this paper, with different values of shear velocity (Vs) and cohesion (C), in 
order to represent the range of possible types considered in the Code classification. Table 3 shows the considered soil 
types (which have been named after their values of Vs) together with the main parameters assumed for their description. 
Six different depth values, ranging between 10 and 60 m, have been considered in the analysis, with the aim to check 
the role of this parameter on the surface input definition. According to the main Codes, indeed, the soil characterization 
is made after the uppermost 30 m shear velocity (Vs,30). This means that usually the investigations on the soil are aimed 
at checking the uppermost 30 meters only. The effect of the soil depth on its elastic fundamental period has been 
preliminary checked. The elastic periods, shown in Figure 4, have been found by the formulation expressing the elastic 
wave propagation: T = 4 H / Vs [32], where H is the height of the soil layer.  
 
Soil type 
Considered depth of the soil 
10m 20m 30m 40m 50m 60m 
Vs_100 0.40 0.80 1.20 1.60 2.00 2.40 
Vs_250 0.16 0.32 0.48 0.64 0.80 0.96 
Vs_400 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 
Vs_600 0.07 0.13 0.20 0.27 0.33 0.40 
Vs_800 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 
Vs_1000 0.04 0.08 0.12 0.16 0.20 0.24 
Figure 4. Elastic periods of the considered soils. 
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Table 2. Adopted ground motions. 
PGA = 0.15g (low sismicity, L)  
Code event date station PGA Mg  
L_1 Umbria-Marche 09/26/1997 CSA 0.172 5.8  
L_2 Friuli 09/15/1976 GMN 0.255 6  
L_3 Abruzzo 05/07/1984 CNS0 0.113 5.9  
L_4 Emilia 05/29/2012 MIRH 0.150 6  
L_5 Emilia 05/29/2012 T0811 0.193 6  
L_6 Emilia 05/29/2012 T0818 0.161 5.5  
L_7 Emilia 05/29/2012 T0824 0.145 6  
PGA = 0.25g (medium sismicity, M) 
 
 
Code event date station PGA Mg  
M_1 Emilia 05/29/2012 BA 0.177 5.8  
M_2 Friuli 09/15/1976 GMN 0.255 6  
M_3 Emilia 05/29/2012 MIR 0.217 5.8  
M_4 Emilia 05/20/2012 MRN01 0.262 5.9  
M_5 Emilia 05/29/2012 MRN02 0.223 5.8  
M_6 Emilia 05/29/2012 T0814 0.505 5.8  
M_7 Emilia 05/29/2012 T0819 0.259 5.3  
PGA = 0.35g (high sismicity, H)  
Code event date station PGA Mg  
H_1 Abruzzo 06/04/2009 AQG 0.446 5.9  
H_2 Abruzzo 06/04/2009 AQV01 0.657 5.9  
H_3 Abruzzo 06/04/2009 AQV02 0.546 5.9  
H_4 Emilia 05/20/2012 MRN01 0.262 5.9  
H_5 Emilia 05/29/2012 MRN03 0.294 5.8  
H_6 Emilia 05/29/2012 MIR08 0.248 5.8  
H_7 Emilia 05/29/2012 T0814-01 0.445 5.8  
Table 3. Assumed soil types. 
Soil types Vs_100 Vs_250 Vs_400 Vs_600 Vs_800 Vs_1000 
Reference EC8 soil-type D/E C/E B B B A 
Mass density (kN/ m3) 1.5 1.5 2 2 2 2 
Poisson 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 
Shear Wave Velocity, vs (m/s) 100 250 400 600 800 1000 
Cohesion, C (kPa) 70 250 350 425 500 800 
Peak Shear Strain 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Number of Yield Surface 20 20 20 20 20 20 
4- FEM Model 
The finite element method (FEM) model has been built with OpenSees [33] that allows high level of advanced 
capabilities for modelling and analysing non-linear responses of systems using a wide range of material models, 
elements and solution algorithms. In particular, this platform consists of a framework for saturated soil response as a 
two-phase material following the u-p (where u is displacement of the soil skeleton and p is pore pressure) formulation. 
This interface, which had been originally calibrated for pile analysis, it has been modified in this study by eliminating 
the pile elements in order to consider a free field case study The model applies hysteretic elasto-plastic materials in order 
to take into account realistic behaviour of the soil, modified by the degradation of soil stiffness and energy dissipation. 
Soil damping has been modelled by considering a nonlinear material [34, 35], which takes into account the dynamic 
nature of the phenomena (such as hysteretic response and radiation damping). In particular, the damping is not 
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predefined by the user with a value as many numerical platforms do, but it is directly computed by the implemented 
materials (including permanent deformations and damping foundation impedances).  
Plasticity is formulated based on the multi-surface (nested surfaces) concept, with an appropriate non-associative 
flow rule [36-40]. The nonlinear shear stress strain back-bone curve is represented by a hyperbolic relationship [41], 
defined by the two material constants: the low-strain shear modulus and the ultimate shear strength. Soil has been 
modelled with four clay materials called Pressure Independent Multiyield [33] built up with the representative 
parameters shown in Table 3. In order to introduce these parameters inside the code, the shear strain - shear stress 
relationships (backbone curves) have been implemented. Figure 4 shows the applied curves for the considered soils.  
In addition, OpenSees simulates real wave propagation by adopting realistic boundaries that have been located as 
far as possible from the structure as to decrease their effects on the response. In particular, at any special location, 
symmetry conditions can be adopted and periodic boundaries [42] have been considered. Displacement degrees of 
freedom of the left and right boundary nodes have been tied together both longitudinally and vertically using the penalty 
method. In this regard, base and lateral boundaries have been modelled to be impervious, as to represent a small section 
of a presumably infinite (or at least very large) soil domain and allowing the seismic energy to be removed from the site 
itself. For more details, see Elgamal et al. 2009 [43], Forcellini and Gobbi 2015 [44] and Forcellini 2017 [45]. The 3D 
mesh aims at performing tridimensional SRA analyses, by applying OpenSees potentialities. Based on previous studies 
[44, 45], the soil has been considered a one-layer homogenous cohesive material and consisting in 3D FE meshes (plan 
area: 150.0 × 37.5 m) composed of brickUP linear isoparametric 8-nodes elements [33].  
Mesh dimensions have been determined between 0.125 to 0.027 times of the Rayleigh wavelength, in according with 
the suggestions indicated in Attewell and Farmer (1973) [46] and Jesmani et al. (2012) [47] and based on Rayleigh 
wavelength and already applied in [45, 48, 49]. Furthermore, a preliminary calibration analysis has been performed, 
which included a number of nodes ranging between 396 and 3585. The assumed final mesh, represented in Figure 5, has 
36 elements for each layer, and a different number of vertical layers (8, 10, 14, 18 and 18, respectively) depending on 
the considered depth, with homogeneous heights. Discretization is built up with relatively small elements around the 
centre and gradually larger toward the outer mesh boundaries, by increasing the distance from the mesh outer edge. In 
particular, at any special location, symmetry conditions can be adopted and periodic boundaries [42] have been 
considered. 
Figure 5. FEM model adopted in the analyses. 
Figure 6. Backbone curves of the considered soil types. 
5- RSA Analyses 
The surface spectra have been found by performing SRA with the assumed seismic inputs at the bedrock through the 
assumed soil models.  
Figure 7 shows the obtained mean spectral acceleration found for the three considered PGAs. The effects of the 
considered soil depth vary significantly in correspondence with the considered soil types. When the thinnest layer is 
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considered (soil depth equal to 10m), the surface acceleration experiences a large increase for soft soils (Vs_100, 
Vs_250, Vs_400). The increase is more moderate for the stiffer soil types. The 20 m layer achieves its maximum increase 
for medium soils (vs between 400 and 800 m/s), whilst the thicker layers (30, 40, 50, 60 m) experience larger surface 
acceleration for stiffer soils. The largest surface accelerations, slightly below 4.0g, are achieved for the highest PGA 
value (PGA = 0.35g), for different values of soil depths: depth equal to 10m (Vs_250, Vs_400), to 20 m (Vs_600, 
Vs_800) and to 40 m (Vs_1000).  
Figure 8 shows the effects of soil depth and stiffness in terms of amplification functions (defined as the ratio between 
the surface spectrum and the corresponding spectrum at the bedrock) provided by the analysis and compared to the EC8 
corresponding ones. These last functions have been found as the ratio between the elastic spectra provided by EC8 for 
the soil-type representing each considered soil, as evidenced in Table 3, and the A-soil one.  
Figure 9 shows the results of this comparison, expressed in terms of FA/AF_EC8. Values exceeding the unity express 
an underestimation of the Code, regarding the amplification induced by the soil. In Figures 7-9, the highest amplification 
factors occur for the lowest PGA, when the soil is not involved by inelastic behaviour. The soil models belonging to the 
classes C, D and E (Vs_100, Vs_250) evidence the largest amplifications for periods bigger than 1.5 sec. This effect can 
be detrimental particularly for tall buildings. The most common types of existing RC buildings (which a number of 
storeys ranging between 3.0 and 6.0) should not significantly be affected.  
However, for layers of soft soil with low thickness (10, 20 m), high values of amplification (exceeding value of 4) 
can be observed. This result confirms the evidence found in recent research on seismic engineering, regarding peaks of 
acceleration at the ends of superficial sediment, where the thickness is lower. Stiffer soils (Vs_400, Vs_600, Vs_800), 
instead, classified as B-class according to the EC8 classification, present the maximum amplification for periods below 
0.5 sec, compatible with the fundamental periods of typical residential buildings. The maximum amplification achieves 
the value of 3 for the highest seismicity, whilst it ranges between 4.0 and 5.0 for lower PGAs, due to the elastic response 
of the soil. Finally, the stiffer considered soil (Vs_1000), classified as A-class according to EC8, evidences high values 
of the amplification function, not considered in EC8, for low periods (below 0,3 sec) ranging between 4.0 and 6.0 
depending on the considered PGA.  
Figures 10 and 11 show the surface acceleration and the amplification function in a 3D view, as a jointed function 
of the soil depth and shear velocity. Figure 12 shows a 3D view of the periods at the maximum amplification as a 
function of the depth and shear velocity. As can be noted, comparing the period surface to the one shown in Figure 4, 
representing the periods corresponding to the elastic wave propagation, the period surface evidences a similar trend for 
all cases, whilst the values of the periods increase at the inelastic involvement of the soil stress, i.e. at the increasing of 
the seismic input.  
6- Conclusion 
This paper presents SRA on different soil models, differing both for mechanical properties and consequent EC8 
classification, and depth, by using a 3D FEM non-linear platform (OpenSees). Six different soils (with vs,30 between 100 
and 1000 m/s and C between 70 and 800 kPa) and six different depth values (ranging between 10m and 60m) have been 
performed in the analyses. Three different seismic intensities have been considered (PGA equal to 0.15, 0.25 and 0.35 
g). For each assumed intensity, an ensemble of 7 unscaled ground motions (spectrum-compatible to the EC8 elastic A-
soil spectrum) have been selected. The mean surface acceleration has been compared to the mean spectrum at the 
bedrock, in order to evaluate the properties of the Amplification Function.  
Several results have been deduced. First of all, the effects of the soil inelasticity. At the increasing of the PGA, 
indeed, soil amplification decreases, whilst the period corresponding to the maximum amplification does not seem to 
significantly sensitive to soil inelasticity. As regards the effects of the considered soil depth on the amplification factor, 
different trends have been observed for the considered soil types. The soil models belonging to the classes C, D and E 
(Vs_100, Vs_250) evidence the maximum amplification, ranging between 2.0 and 4.0 depending on the considered 
PGA, in correspondence with periods over 1.5 sec (out of the range of period of interest for the many existing buildings). 
For thin layers of soft soil (10 m), however, high values of amplification (around 5.0), can be observed for period equal 
to 0.5 sec, that is a value of large interest for existing buildings. This result confirms the evidence found in recent 
researches, regarding peaks of acceleration at the ends of superficial sediment (in correspondence with low thickness). 
In all cases, the amplification functions provided by the analyses are significantly higher than the EC8 ones.  
Medium stiff soils (Vs_400, Vs_600, Vs_800) and classified as B-class according to the EC8, show the maximum 
amplifications for Periods below 0.5 sec. Maximum amplification achieves the value of 2.5-4.0 (depending on the soil 
depth) for the highest seismicity, whilst it ranges between 3.5 and 6.0 for lower PGA. Even in this case, the amplification 
found by performing the SRA, is much higher than the one provided by EC8. 
The stiffer  soil (Vs_1000), classified as A-class (according to EC8), evidences negligible amplification functions 
for periods over 0.5 sec, while the bedrock records experience large amplifications (between 3 and 5 times the bedrock 
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ones) for lower periods, whose interval is smaller (0.1-0.3 sec) for lower seismicity (PGA=0.15g) and slightly larger 
(0.1-0.5 sec) for higher one (PGA=0.35 g). 
In conclusion, the research evidences the sensitivity of the surface seismic input to the assumed soil depth. In 
medium-consistent soils (belonging to the B-class), soil depth affects mainly input amplification. The period 
corresponding to the amplification peak, has been shown to be affected. In softer soils, (belonging to C, D and E classes), 
soil depth affects the period corresponding to the amplification peak more than the amplification amount. The analysis 
has evidenced a relevant peak in the amplification for soft soil with low depth, confirming the phenomena occurred in 
recent earthquakes. The soil depth resulted to be significant for the evaluation of the surface seismic input. Further 
studies will investigate multiple-layered soil models.  
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Figure 7. Surface spectral acceleration found through the SRA.  
PGA = 0.15 g PGA = 0.25 g PGA = 0.35 g 
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Figure 8. Amplification Functions. 
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Figure 9. Ratio between FA provided by the analysis and the EC8 ones. 
   
Figure 10. 3D view of the surface spectral acceleration. 
   
Figure 11. 3D view of the Amplification Function. 
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Figure 12. 3D view of the Period at the maximum amplification. 
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